In a series of statements in different venues, Mr. Marceca
gave conflicting answers to questions concerning whether and to
what degree he reviewed the background reports for derogatory
information. Ultimately, notwithstanding Mr. Marceca's confusing
testimony, the House Committee concluded that he had read the
background reports to determine an individual's suitability to
serve in the Clinton Administration.*®®

a. Mr. Marceca's June 9, 1996 Declaration.

In the declaration Mr. Marceca provided to Livingstone's
attorney on June 9, 1996, Mr. Marceca acknowledged he reviewed
the background reports for substance -- issues that went to
suitability -- but implied that he was looking primarily for
"inconsistencies" between the previous report and a new SF-86,
which would exist only for legitimate holdover employees. The
declaration stated:

When the previous report came into the office, I pulled

the file I had created for the individual and reviewed

the report to determine the date for the individual's

next periodic reinvestigation, and to determine whether

there was any information in the individual's Previous

Report that could raise a guestion as to the indivi-

dual's suitability to have access to the White House

complex. In particular, T looked for inconsistencies

between the information obtained by the FBI in its
background investigation and the information
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